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Yet, in the case of an infinite being, conservation must be denied
no less than creation. For what, pray, is conservation but the con-
tinual reproduction of some things ? Hence, all conservation implies
some initial production. Another reason is that the very term
continuation, just like that of conservation, implies something of
potentiality. But an infinite being is pure actuality without any
potentiality.

Hence, let us conclude that God cannot be conceived to be self-
originated in the positive sense, except by reason of the imperfection
of our intellect, that thinks of God as existing after the fashion of
created things. This conclusion will be rendered more evident by the
following argument.

We seek to discover the efficient cause of a thing only with respect
to its existence, not ivith respect to its essence. For example, if I see
a triangle, I may enquire about the efficient cause that brought this
triangle into existence, but it will be absurd for me to ask what is the
efficient cause by reason of which the triangle has its three angles
equal to two right angles. The correct reply to such a question would
not be to assign an efficient cause, but to say merely, 'because such is
the nature of the triangle.' This is why the mathematicians, not
concerning themselves with the existence of their objects, do not employ
efficient and final causes in their proofs. But existence, nay, if you
like, continuance in existence, is involved in the essence of an infinite
being, no less than the equality of its three angles to two right angles
is involved in that of a triangle. Therefore, just as the reply to the
question why the triangle has its three angles equal to two right
angles should not be in terms of an efficient cause, but the reason
assigned should be the eternal and immutable nature of the triangle;
so when we ask ivhy God exists, or continues in existence, we must
seek for no efficient cause, either within God or without Him, and for
nothing similar to an efficient cause (for my contention touches the
thing not the name for it): we should state as our reason this alone,
'because such is the nature of a supremely perfect being!

Hence in opposition to what M. Descartes says: the light of
nature tells us that nothing exists about which the question, why
it exists, cannot be asked, whether we enquire for its efficient cause,
or, if it does not possess one, demand why it does not have one1,
I reply that the ansioer to the question why God exists should not be
in terms of efficient causality, but merely 'because He is God,7 i.e. an

1 Above, p. 14, 11. 11 sqq.